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I have considered your proposed amendments. I think that #1 might be 
changed as follows: 

Draft #1. A method for allowing a user to use user 
equipment to place electronic wagers on races with an interactive wagering 
application, comprising : 

using the interactive wagering application to 
provide the user with an opportunity to create a wager on a particular 
proposition; 

providing access to multiple wagering pools for the 
particular proposition that are 

independent of each other, wherein each of the multiple wagering pools for 
the particular proposition is 

capable of accepting the wager on the particular proposition; and 

using the interactive wagering application to place 
the wager on the particular proposition with one of the multiple wagering 
pools for the particular proposition. 

I believe this would overcome the 112 rejections. I cannot say that it will 
overcome the art rejections and certainly it would require a new search. If 
you decide to make this change, you should point out in your explaination of 
the amendment that "proposition" is an art-accepted term that includes not 
only a bet on the outcome of a particular race, but also more exotic bets 
such as trifectas. While the term may not appear in the specification, I 
beleive the term is common in the art. 

I do not think it will be necessary to use Draft #2 merely to overcome the 
112 rejection. Whether using it will help with possible art rejections, I 
don't know. 

It would also help if you would fax me a written authorization to correspond 
via email. My SPE says I need that for the file. My fax number is 
703-74 6-7483. If I can be of any other assistance, please feel free to 
contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Corbett Coburn 
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Examiner Coburn, 

Thank you for letting us participate in an interview with you earlier today. 
Jim and I found it useful and feel that we are advancing prosecution of this 
application. In light of our conversation, we drafted two new draft claims 
that address your concerns regarding the previously proposed claim. 

The first draft claim addresses your concerns regarding the term "a wager" 
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and your concerns that eacn^f the multiple wagering pools could be for 
different wager types (e.g., win, place, or show). We have amended the 
previously proposed claim to state that a user can create a "particular 
wager, " which should be sufficient to obviate any possible ambiguity 
regarding this term. We further amended the previously proposed claim to 
state that each of the multiple wagering pools is capable of accepting "the 
particular wager" and that the wagering application places "the particular 
wager" in one of the multiple wagering pools. Therefore, each of the 
multiple wagering pools cannot be for different wager types. The first 
draft claim follows: 

Draft #1. A method for allowing a user to use user 
equipment to place electronic wagers on races with an interactive wagering 
application, comprising : 

using the interactive wagering application to 
provide the user with an opportunity to create a particular wager; 

providing access to multiple wagering pools that are 
independent of each other, wherein each of the multiple wagering pools is 
capable of accepting the particular wager; and 

using the interactive wagering application to place 
the particular wager with one of the multiple wagering pools. 

We have provided a second draft claim that even further defines the term "a 
wager". We have amended the previously proposed claim to state that a user 
can create "a particular wager of a particular type for a particular race." 
Similar to draft 1, we further amended the previously proposed claim to 
state that each of the multiple wagering pools is capable of accepting "the 
particular wager" and that the wagering application places "the particular 
wager" in one of the multiple wagering pools. Therefore, similar to draft 
1, each of the multiple wagering pools cannot be for different wager types. 
The second draft claim follows: 

Draft #2. A method for allowing a user to use user 
equipment to place electronic wagers on races with an interactive wagering 
application, comprising: 

using the interactive wagering application to 
provide the user with an opportunity to create a particular wager of a 
particular type for a particular race; 

providing access to multiple wagering pools that are 
independent of each other, wherein each of the multiple wagering pools is 
capable of accepting the particular wager; and 

using the interactive wagering application to place 
the particular wager with one of the multiple wagering pools. 

We look forward to your comments. Specifically, whether the draft claims 
address your concerns. 

Andrew Van Court 
Patent Agent 

Fish & Neave 
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